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rDIPEST:

1. An agency's decision to procure a computer
system on a total package basis rather than
breaking out the required peripheral equip-
ment for competitive procurement (component
breakout) will not be disturbed where glie
agency's decision was based on a reasonable
need to minimize the technical risk associated
with the installation process and the absence
of othei vendors capable of furnishing tech-
nically acceptable peripheral equipment.

2. The fact that an agency may have failed to
properly justify, prior to a bid protest,
its use of a total package approach is
immaterial for the purposes of the protest;
GAO is concerned with whether an award is
supportable, not with whether it was properly
supported.

3. peripheral equipment vendors not capable of
supplying the total computer syntem required
by the agency lack sufficient interest to
maintain a protest challenging the propriety
of a sole-sourca award of a total computer
system, because even if the sole-source
award was found to have been improper, they
would not be able to compete for an awia;7d
of the total system.

4. Protest allegation that an agency intends to
ignore the time limitations imposed on an interim
computer system by the General Services Adrminis-
tration and the regulations governing the exercise
of options, merely anticipates improper agency
action and thus is premature.
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interscience Systems, Inc. and Amperif Corporation
protest the award of a sole-source contract to Sperry-
Univac for the lease of two UNIVAC 1100/82 computer sys-
tems, including peripheral equipment, maintenance and other
services, under request for proposals (BFP) No, DAHC26-
81-R-0003, The procurement was conducted by the U.S.
Army Computer Systems Selection and Acquisition Agency
for the Military-Personnel Center (Center), The pro-
testers, suppliers of UNIVAC-compatible peripheral
equipment (such as tape and disk subsystems), principally
contend that the Army should have broken out its
requiremenc for peripheral equipment and procured it on
a competitive basis rather t.han procuring it from Sperry
as part of a total system. They also question the pro-
priety of the Army's sole-source procurement of the system.

We reject the protesters' position that the peripheral
equipment requirement should havy been broken out, and
also find that the protesters lack sufficient interest
to challenge the sole-source nature of the procurement.

The UNIVAC system, the subject of an unsolicited pro-
posal from Sperry, was intended as a 2.5-year interim
replacement for the Center's existing computer system, which
was composed of seven UNIVAC 1108 computers. A 1980 audit
study by our Office, Continued Use of Costly, Outmoded
Computers In Federal Agencies Can Be Avoided, APMD-8l-9,
December 15, 19B0, and a study by the Armyjboth indicated
that the existing system was saturated and thus could not
handle expansions of the personnel system or workloads which
could arise in the event of full military personnel
mobilization. The Army projected that it would need approx-
irtately 2.5 years to design and competitively procure a
system which would meet its long term computing needs. Thn
subjuct system was designed to meet the Army's interim
needs duri'3g this 2.5-year period.

Army technical personnel found the UNIVAC system capable
of satisfying the Army's immediate needs. According to the
agency, two technical concepts offered by Sperry--multi-host
file sharing and a hJgh density disk drive--resulted in the
needed increased computing capability without a time-consuming,
costly total redesign of the existing system. To elaborate
briefly, it in our understanding that multi-host file sharing
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would enable the two 1100/82 computer systems to gain access
to a single data baser which would be created by coibining
the files from the seven 1108 computers, Sperry achieved
this capability by means of a proprietary software package.
By integrating files in this manner, the interim system
eliminated the redundancy of information which haO been
hampering the Center, At the same time, the disk drive
provided a high density storage medium and faster transfer
rate, resulting in speedier access to data.

In September 1980, the Army conducted two surveys
of the marketplace using the resources of the International
Data Corporation and the Department of Defense Technical
Reference Centere The surveys reportedly indicated that
no other equipment on the market could meet the hrmy's
needs absent a basic redesign of the existing system. Such
a redesign was considered aui unacceptable alternative since
it would involve excessive) time, technical risk and cost,
Further, a software conversion study indicated that conversion
of the existing UNIVAC software for use on another nwanufac-
turer's system would cost approximately $9 million. Con-
sidering these factors together with the urgent need to
upgrade the Center's computing capabilities, the contracting
officer determined that, realistically, only Sperry could
timely meet its needse and requested approval from the
Army to procure the UNIVAC 1100/82 systemE on a sole-source
basis, Approval was granted and, on January 13, 1981, the
General Services Administration (GSA) issued a Delegation
of Procuremelat Authority authorizing the Army's acquisition
of these systems, Award was made to Fperry on March 31,
notwithstanding these protests, based on.the Army's deter-
naination that the computer systems were urgently required.

The central issue here is whether the Army properly
irnciuded peripheral equipment as part of the UNIVAC
1100/82 system procured from Sperry. Amperif and Inter-
science believe there was no reasonable justification
for combining these two separate requirements. In their
view, since they were capable of supplying UNIVAC -
compatible peripheral equipment, which would have fully
satisfied the Army's minimum needs, the peripheral equip-
ment requirement should have been brcken out of the sys-
ten procurement and acquired competitively on a "brand name
or' equal" or "plug-to-plug compatible" basis,.
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It is well-established 'hat the decision woether to
procure by means of a total package approach rather than
by separate procurements for divisible portiobs~of e
requirement (i.e., component oreakout) generally is a
matter withntTFfe discretion ot the contracting agcencf,
Intetactence systemps, Inc., B-201890, June 30, 1981, 81-1
t-TD 542, This rule derives from our general position
that contracting agencies are primarily responsible
for determining their minimum needs and the method of
best accommodating them, Interbcience Systems, Incc.
supral Manufacturin Datasyems, Incorporated, B-180608,
June 28, 1974, 74-1 CPD 348. Such agencies are in the
bert position to determine their needs since they are most
familiar with their requirements and the environment in
which the procured product will be used. We therefore
will not disturb an agency's decision to procure on
a total package basis, or the technical judgment forming
the basis for that decision, absent a vlear showing
that it lacked a reasonable basis. Control Data Corporation,
55 Comp. Gen. 1019 (1976), 76-1 CPD 2761 Batch-Air, Inc.,
B-204574, December 29, 1981, 81-2 CPD 509.

The record here establishes that the Army bad a
reasonable basis for procuring peripheral equipment as part
of a total computer system, The principal justification
advanced by the Army is that a total system and a single
prime contractor to integrate the entire system were
essential to minimize the technical risk involved in in-
atalling the new system. The Army explains that there
existed substantial technical risk An transferring the
Center's workload from the existing seven 1108 systems onto
two 1100/82 systems with shared storage. There was no
assurance that the system, once installed, would function
as planned. Much of this uncertainty stemmed from use
of the relatively novel file sharing and high density disk
features. The installation process was complicated by the
need for minimal disruption of the Center's normal data
processing activities.

The Army considered a single prime contractor with
total cystem responsibility essential tj mirimize the
technical risk at the time of installation. Previous
experience had indicated that problem isolation and
correction is stgnlficantly more difficult where several
vendors are Jnvolved in the system integration process.
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The result is an excessive amount of system dcwntime.
Given the technical difficulty already involved in
this installation, and the necessity for continuous
operation by the Center, the agency deemed such
additional risk unacceptable. By procuring an entire
Sperry system, the Airny assured that a single prime
contractor would have total system integration re-
sponsibility.

GSP, commenting on this protest, supports the
Army's position that the need for a single prime con-
tractor was sufficient jystification for procuring
on a total system basis, GSA also shares the Army's
view that a total system procurement would be binefi-
c-ial in reducing the risk of malfunction, It notes
in this regard that while it certainly is possible to
configure a computer system from components supplied
by several different vendors, there would be no guaran-
tee that, when assembled, they would function as an
integrated system.

A total system acquisition also waa deemed necessary
because the Army's technical staff reportedly had found
no other peripheral equipment suppliers capable of
furnishing nmponewits which had operated successfully
with a comparable UNIVAC system, In particular, no
plug-compatible equipment was found able to dynamically
share files. Based on tneir protest assertions, Amperif
and Interacience were invited to make technical pre-
sentations to establish that their equipment could in fact
meet the Army's requirements. Following these presentations,
and after reviewing available technical literature, the Army
concluded that'neither protester had shown a proven ability
to satisfy the file sharing requirement, Although both
Amperif and Interscience claimed that their equipment could
share files, their literature apparently announced no such
capability, and the Army could find no convincing evidence
that the firms had met this requirement at some other site

GSA is the overseer of automatic data processing
equipment management and procurement. (See Fedetal
Procurement Regulations S 1-4.1100.)
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using a similarly configured system.2 The Army also had
doubts as to whether the protesters could meet the required
data transfer rate and furnish necessary maintenance for
the life of the system.

We previously have upheld the use of a total package
approach in procuring compute4 components and systems.
In Amdahl Corporation, B-198911.2, March 27, 1981, 81-1
CPP f3i, the protester complained that a requirement that
all components be manufactured by one vendor was unneces-
scrily restrictive since the solicitation already required
that the components be IBM-compatible. We found the require-
ment reasonable in view of the complexity of the system
and the agency's stated need for compatibility among its
co)mponents. In Ampex Corlporation, B-191132, June 16,
1978, 78-1 CPD 439, cited by the Army in support of its
position, the issue, as here, was whether portions of a
computer system should have been broken out of the
system for competitive procurement. We agreed with the
agency that difficulties previously encountered at
multiple vendor sites, considered in light of the need to
minimize risk, constituted sufficient justification for
a total package procurement. These considerations are
similar to those on which the Army's decision was based.

In view of the Army's stated need for a single prime
contractor co reduce the technical risk at the time of
installation, anc' the Army's determination that technically
acceptable peripheral equipment could be furnished only
by Sperry, we believe it was reasonable to procure the peri-
pheral equipment from Sperry as part of a total computer
system. While the protesters take Issue with both of the
considerations reli.ed upon by the Army, they have ta'led
to establish on this record that the Army's position is
unreasonable. Further, it does not appear to us that
the Army chosta the total system approach solely for thn

S

2 Amperif contends that its equipment is in fact successfully
operating in a file sharing environnent at other sites,
and that the Army has distorted information supplied by
officials at those sites to support its conclusion to the
contrary. We have reviewed the transcriptions of the
telephone conversations relied upon by the Army and, in
our opinion, toe site officials' statements do support
the Army's conclusion here. We find no basis to question
the accuracy of these statements.
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administrative convenience of the Government. lthough the
record indicates that the Army did consider it preferable
to deal with a single prime contraatojrt we are persuaded
that this preference was dictated not by mere donvenivnce
but by technical necessity, A total system acqiiisition
was viewed as the only technically acceptable means to
satisfy the Center's immediate computing needs.

Amperif expresses connern that the Army's explat!ation
of its actions submitted in responne to this protest was never
Incorporated in a Determination and Finding prior to the
protest. This point is immaterial. As we have stated on
numerous prior occasions, our office is cono rned with
whether an award is supportable not with whether it was
properlj supported. Aero Turbine, B-200151, March 10, 1981,
81-1 CPL. 208; Tosco Corporation, B-187776, May 10, 1977,
77-1 CPD 329.

In presenting their arguments on the breakout issue,
A.mperif and Intetscience also question the propriety of the
Army's decision to procure this interim computer system or,
a tiole-source basis. That is, in addition to their contention
that peripheral equipment was unnecessarily included in a
total system procurement, the protesters also question

.whtther the Army adequately justified procuring the total
system on a noncompetitive basis. We decline to review this
aspect of the protests. Under our Bid Protest Procedures,
4 C.F.R. S 21.1 (1982), a party must be "interested" before
we will consider its protest allegations. See de Weaver and
Associates, B-200541, January 6, 1981, 81-1 CPD 6. Our
determination of whether a protester satisfies the interested
party criterion is aimed at rteasuring the degree to which
its interest in the outcome is both established and direct.
Where a protester woul4 not be able to compete for an award
even if the issue raised were resolved in its favor, that
party generally will not be considered sufficiently interested
to raise the issue. See, e.g,, Don Greene Contractor, Inc.,
B-198612, July 28, 19WUT 80-2 CPD 74.

Amperif and Interncience clearly were interested parties
for the purpose of challenging the Army's decision not to
break out peripheral equipment for competitive procurement
since, had their position been upheld, they could have competed
for the peripheral equipment portion of the procurement.
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Given our determination, however, that the Army had a
reasonable basis for procuring a total computer system,
we do not believe the protesters' interest extends to the
separate question of whether sole-source procurement of the
total system was justified. Amperif and Interscietce are
peripheral equipment suppliers and have not claimed to
be capable of furnishing a total computer system meeting
the Center's needs, Consequently, even if we found that
the sole-source award to Sperry was unjustified and required
the Army to competitively acquire the needed system, hmperif
and Interacience still would not be able to compete for the
award, Under these circumstances, other potential system
suppliers would be the parties with appropriate interest
to pursue this basis of protest, None has done so. See
Climatological Consulting Corporation, B-197906, August 4,
1980, 80-2 CPD 81.

Amperif raises two further points of protest: first,
it believes the Army intends to extend the system life
of this interim replacement beyond the 2.5 years authorized
by GSA} and second, it believes the Army decided before the
fact, and thus improperly, that the option quantities pro-
vided for under the RFP will be procured from Sperry. While
the record does contain statements by Army officials
evidencing a basis for Amperif's concerns, the Army also
states that it is fully aware of, and intends to comply
with, the time limitations on the interim system and the
regulatory requirements governing exercise of the options
here. Under these circumstances, Armperif is merely
anticipating improper agency action. Such protest al-
legations are premature and will not be considered.
Afri-American Suppiy Cor any, B-206137, February 17, 1982,
82-1 C*D 141; Aero C-rporation, 8-194445, June 5, 1979, 79-1
CUD 394.

The prote' . is denied in part and dismissed in part.

Acting Comptroll eneral
of the United States
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